
A. Developing Information Systems to Improve Fine Use 

With few exceptions, American courts do a very poor job of collecting and 

using management information about fine use, collection, and enforcement. Al-

though most courts keep adequate records of individual fine accounts, very few 

have developed systems for aggregating and analyzing the data in these re-

cords. As a result, they know very little about the number of fine sentences 

or the total amounts imposed, they cannot gauge the effectiveness of collec-

tion efforts, and they have no reliable way of identifying the type of cases 

that pose particular collection and enforcement problems or of learning what 

enforcement strategies work well. 

If the fine is to be used effectively as a sanction, it is important to 

improve management information systems substantially. The basic building 

blocks of such a system already exist in every court, in the individual case 

records. From these case records it is possible--without great difficulty--

to develop a fines management information system that contains six basic types 

of data: 

a) Sentences imposed - data on the number and proportion of different 
sentences imposed by conviction charge, including combination sen­
tences. 

b) Inventory information - data on the total number of open fine accounts 
pending in the court at any time, and the age and amounts of these ac­
counts. 

c) Input/Output information - data on the number of cases in which fines 
have been imposed during a period and the amounts involved, and on the 
number of accounts closed and monies received during the same period. 

d) Effectiveness in collecting fines - data on the number and proportion 
of cases in which fines have been fully collected with:i.n specific pe­
riods following imposition (e.g., 30 days, six months, one year); data 
on the total dollar amount of fines imposed that are collected. 

e) Processing times and procedures - data on the length of time it takes 
to collect fines, on the number (and age) of cases in whiciYt particular 
types of enforcement procedures are used, and on the results of those 
procedures. 
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f) Identification of problem cases - lists of individual cases in which 
accounts have been pending without payment for more than a particular 
period of time, thus indicating that some type of action (e.g., re­
minder letter, telephone call, issuance and service of warrant) is 
needed. 

Collection of these types of statistical data can be done easily in a 

manual system and should be even simpler in an automated system. Although 

data collected in this study indicate that many courts with automated systems 

are not any more effective than courts that use traditional manual systems, it 

seems clear that computers are potentially of great value in the sound admin-

istration of a court (or court system) that makes extensive use of the fine 

and other monetary penalties. A high volume of work is involved; much of it 

is routine and repetitive; numerous arithmetic calculations are needed and a 

high standard of accuracy is essential; case files must routinely be sorted by 

payment status and other characteristics; and management information reports 

and other statistical data are required on a regular basis. These are circum-

stances for which the computer is ideally suited. 

With the tremendous advances that have taken place in computer technology 

in recent years, the purchase of a mini-computer or micro-computer is within 

the financial reach of many individual courts. But affording the computer is 

only part of the problem; the harder issues involve obtaining adequate pro-

gramming for the full range of uses and needs, ensuring adequate data storage 

capaci ty, re-design:i.ng internal workflow procedures to utilize the computer, 

developing sound back-up systems for use during computer "down-t:ime," and pro-

viding adequate training for the staff that will use the computer. Both the 

initial capital outlay and the on-going cost of operation of an automated 

system are likely to be higher than are initially anticipated unless very 

careful planning is done. Nevertheless, the savings produced by an effective 
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automated system can be substantial over a period of time, and the computer 

has the potential to enable a busy court to manage fine collection and en-

for cement much more efficiently than it can with a manual system. 

B. Developing a Day-Fine Approach to Imposing Fine Sentences 

A principal obstacle to acceptance of the fine as a meaningful punishment 

is the common operating assumption that criminal defendants are almost invar-

iably poor people who cannot (or will not) pay a fine amount that would re-

fleet the gravity of the offense. This assumption militates against the use 

of fines for non-trivial offenses. MOreover, when fines are used (usually for 

offenses within a relatively narrow range of seriousness), this assumption en-

courages the application of a "tariff" system in which fixed fine amounts are 

imposed on all defendants convicted of a particular offense. Although tariff 

systems are administratively simple, they can be very inequitable in impact 

and often result in fines that are not effective either as a punishment or as 

a deterrent. 

The key to resolving this problem is to develop a non-tariff system in 

which fines can be imposed routinely so as to reflect the gravity of the of-

fense and the means of the particular offender. Based upon West Germany's 

experience with the day-fine system (supra, pp. 16-17), we know that the 

Scandinavian concept of tailoring a fine in this way is possible in a large 

heterogeneous society. Whether American courts could function effectively 

using a day-fine system is an empiricel question which cannot be answered 

merely by speculating about similarities and differences in the two societies 

and their offender populations. We recommend that systematic experimentation 

with a day'-fine sys tem be tried, and also note that embryonic day-fine sys-

terns already exist in some American courts. In these courts, judges attempt 
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to assess offenders' varying degrees of poverty, and to set fine amounts on a 

case by case basis in light of this information (supra, pp. 14-15). We need 

to know more about judges' experiences in doing this, and to experiment more 

systematically with ways of doing i~ coutinely. 

The introduction of a day-fine approach to deteraining the amount of a 

fine penalty should improve the fine's poteatial as a flexible and broadly ap-

plicable punishment. If successfully applied, it shoul. encourage judges, 

prosecutors, criminal defendants, and the general public to regard the fine as 

a more meaningful sentence in relation to other options, as it is now regarded 

in parts of Europe. Effective broad-scale introduction of a day-fine system 

will require legislation, but it is possible to move incrementally toward such 

a system. Components of a legislative package designed to broaden use of the 

fine and reduce disparity in impact upon affluent and poor defendants would 

include the following: 

• Establishment of relatively high maximum fine amounts. 

• Enactment of a requirement that j~g~s take account of offenders' 
means in imposing a fine. 

• Provisions allowing judges, at their discretion, to use the fine as 
the sole sanction for a broad range of offenses. 

• Elimination of statutes providing for flat "dollars-to-days" conver­
sion of unpaid fine amounts into jailor work program time upon de­
fault. 

• Establishment of a two-stage approach to setting fine amounts, in 
which the fine is initially calculated in terms of units of punishment 
reflecting the gravity of the offense and the offender's prior record; 
these units would then become the basis for conversion to jail or work 
program times in the event of non-payment. 

The difficulties of introducing a day-fine system on a broad scale in the 

United States should not be underestimated, however. Three sets of questions 

seem of particular importance in gauging the chances for successful implemen-

tation. 
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First, will it be possible to obtain adequate information about the means 

of individual defendants, prior to sentencing? Clearly some kuerican judges 

now find it possible to obtain such information. In West Germany, the courts 

have generally obtained adequate information from offenders themselves and 

from police reports which contain details of employment and other income. 

However, while obtaining the information should not pose insuperable difficu1-

ties in the United States, it may introduce additional paperwork into courts 

that already feel overburdened. 

Second, assuming that the mechanical problems of obtaining the requisite 

information about offenders' means can be overcome, would the public accept 

implementation of such a fine system? If fine amounts take into account the 

means of the offender, it is inevitable that some striking disparities will 

occur. For example, an emp1oY3d, middle-class offender may be fined a much 

larger amount, in terms of actual dollars, than a near-destitute offender 

convicted of the same (or even a more serious) offense. It would not be StOC-

prising if such results produced criticism from some segments of the media and 

the public. 

Third, will it be possible to enforce the fines imposed under such a sys-

tem? Because such fines, by definition, would be set at amounts which the 

fined offender reasonably could be expected to pay (albeit with diff.iculty, in 

some cases), default should be less likely; however, there would inevitably be 

some defaults. It will be necessary to develop sanctions for default, and 

this will have to be done in a more sophisticated fashion than in the past. 

Simply translating an unpaid fine balance into jailor community service at a 

set dollars-for-days "exchange rate" would not be sensible. This is partly 

because it might well result in disproportionately long periods in jail for 

defaulting affluent offenders. The answer would seem to lie in adoption of a 
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two-stage system similar to that used in administration of the Swedish and 

West German day-fine systems. The approach to establishing the monetary 

amount of the fine in those countries begins with setting the number of "units 

of punishment" that reflects the gravity of the offense and the offender's 

prior record. This number of units would be the same for offenders with simi-

lar prior records who committed similar offenses, regardless of the offender's 

means. Each unit could be translated into a set number of days in jailor 

in an unpaid work program in the event of default. Thus, the penalty for de-

faulting on a fine representing a given level of punishment would be the same, 

regardless of the final monetary value of that fine. That value is not ca1cu-

1ated until the offender's means i s assessed and an appropriate amount as-

signed to each fine unit. Under such an approach, the consequences of default 

would be similar for offenders of different means, and could be communicated 

to the offender at the time the sentence is imposed. 

C. Re-examination and Revision of Laws G 4 overning the Full Range of 
funetary Penalties _. 

In considering the possibility of expanding the use of fines as an alter­

native to jail, it is important to explore the relationship between the fine 

and the other types of monetary sanctions that b are or may e imposed on an 

offender. Theee include restitution t d d , cour -or ere contributions to specific 

charities or nonprofit organizations, 1 pena ty asseSStuents , court and prosecu-

o t ese sanctions have several fea-tion costs, and community service. All f h 

tures in common. First, all involve a court-ordered requirement that the de-

serv ce a some forms of res-fendant pay money or (in the case of community i nd 

titution) provide services on which a monetary 1 va ue can be placed. Second , 

from the perspective of the defendant, there is little to distinguish one from 
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another. The defendant will have to either pay over money or provide ser-

vices, and often will not know where the money goes or what individual or in-

stitution is the beneficiary of the services. Third, their purposes are simi-

lar: each sa.nction, whether or not it is a "sentence," is essentially puni-

tive and may also be thought to have some deterrent value. Some of them (par-

ticularly community service and some forms of restitution) may also be intend-

ed to serve other sentencing purposes such as rehabilitation and vindication 

of the vict~m's interests, but punishment is clearly a central purpose of each 

of the six. Fourth, they have common problems of enforcement: the court must 

monitor the payments (or the performance of services) and must be prepared to 

impose a more serious sanction in the event of non-compliance. 

For purposes of policy development--in particular the expansion of en-

forceable sentencing alternatives, including some that may be used in lieu of 

short-term incarceration--the fact that of all these sanctions face essential-

ly the same problems of enforcement (and have available essentially the same 

strategies and techniques for enforcement) is particularly salient. Difficul-

ties of enforcement are often seen as a drawback to wide use of fines, but it 

is clear that other types of monetary or quasi-monetary sanctions have the 

same drawbacks. If they are to be preferred to the fine, such a preference 

logically should be because the other sanctions have distinctive features that 

make them more attractive. Yet, it is not at all clear that the ways in which 

the other sanctions differ from a fine make them more appealing. 

Restitution seems more attractive to some legislators and judges than 

does the fine, mainly because it takes account of the interest of the victim, 

a figure long neglected in the American criminal justice process. Additional-

ly, it is thought to have some potential for rehabilitation, by making the of-

fender aware of the injury he has inflicted and of his responsibility to help 
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restore the injured person. But restitution is severely limited in scope and 

is a relatively inflexible sanction. A restitution order can only be made 

when there is an identifiable victim for whom the consequences of the offense 

can be expressed relatively easily in dollar terms, and when ther.e is a con-

victed offender capable of paying money and/or providing services to that vic-

tim. Only a small proportion of all crime victims are likely to be able to 

benefit from a sentencing policy that emphasizes restitution. And only a 

small proportion of offenders are likely to have the financial ability to pro­

vide meaningful levels of restitution. 

The "contribution" approach, although it does not deal directly with in­

jury to the victim, has the same flexibility as the fine in terms of the ca-

pacity to tailor its amount to the gravity of the offense and the means of the 

offender. Indeed, in situations where there is a low statutory fine ceiling 

and an affluent defendant, it may have even greater flexibility. But this ap­

proach is essentially extra-legal: it puts the judge (or, in some instances, 

a probation service) in the position of arbitrarily selecting a charity~ a 

nonprofit organization, or some other worthy entity as the beneficiary of a 

windfall, without any statutory guidances or authorization whatsoever. More-

over, the approach may give the affluent defendant a unique benefit, in the 

form of tax advantages from a charitable donation, not enjoyed by his 

counterparts who are simply fined. \fuen judges order such contributions or 

agree to them as part of a negotiated disposition, they in essence make non-

legislative appropriations of funds to recipients of their own choosing, 

rather than following the scheme for distribution of fine revenue that is pro-

vided by statute. 

Costs and penalty asse~sments differ from the fine in that they tend to 

leave appreciably less room for taking account of the seriousness of the 
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offense or the means of the offender than does the traditional approach to 

fining. Costs are sometimes established mathematically, by adding the actual 

expenses of prosecution that can be charged to the defendant; other times a 

court will establish a fixed amount to be charged as costs of the prosecution. 

Penalty assessment statutes vary widely, but generally they tend to establish 

fixed amounts for broad categories of offenses (e.g., felony, misdemeanor) or 

to make the amount of the penalty a proportion of a fine sentence. The recip-

ients are different: costs, when collected, go to the court and/or the prose-

cuting authority, while penalty assessments go into whatever funds are desig-

nated by statute. Both these sanctions have powerful political forces behind 

them. Costs, for example, can be an important (and largely invisible) compo-

nent of the budgets of courts and prosecuting authorities. Penalty assess-

ments are also viewed as significant revenue producing devices in some juris-

dictions. To the extent that policymakers are interested in using fines more 

widely, they will have to take account of the existence and impact on the of­

fender of both these sanctions. Imposition of costs and/or a penalty assess-

ment can place a significant economic hardship on an offender before an effort 

is made to set the amount of a fine. The lack of flexibility in these sanc-

tions, coupled with the strong pressures for imposing and enforcing them, {dll 

make it difficult to implement fine policies that take account of the means of 

the offender. 

Of all the sanctions, community service is the one whose distinguishing 

features seem most attractive for purposes of developing a viable alternative 

to short-term jail. Like restitution, community service can incorporate goals 

of rehabilitation and reparation as well as punishment and deterrence. How-

ever, because it does not require a "matching-up" of offender and specific 

victim, it can have a much broader scope of application. Moreover, the amount 
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of community service ordered as part of a sentence need not coincide with the 

value of the loss or injury to the victim; the severity of the punishment can 

be increased to reflect the seriousness of the crime and the offender's prior 

record. The offender's economic situation is a.lso less critical; although the 

issues in this area are complex, the severity of the impact of the community 

service order ~a punishment is less likely to vary with the relative poverty 

or affluence of an offender. 

Community service is markediy less expensive than jail t and preliminary 

research in New York City indicates that its administrative costs compare fa-

vorably with those of probation even when the sanction is focused on more dif-

ficult-to-manage repeat offenders (Vera, 1981: 30). However, it is undoubted-

ly more expensive and difficult to administer than the fine. This cost dif-

ferential, particularly when viewed in light of the scarcity of resources and 

the evidence of so many jurisdictions using community service for offenders 

who are unlikely to be given jail sentences, suggests that a sensible approach 

to developing alternatives to jail requires thoughtful targetting of both 

monetary and quasi-monetary alternative sanctions. Thus, it makes sense to us 

to think of,community service as a potentially useful alternative punishment 

in some types of cases in which the offense and offender characteristics com-

bine to make short jail terms a likely outcome. Sim!larly, other types of 

cases are likely to be responsive to attempts to substitute fines for short 

jail terms. Neither effort could reasonably be expected to provoke radical 

shifts in dispositional patterns over a short time frame. However, careful 

development of both sanctions, with an emphasis on administrative firmness 

that might make them acceptable as enforceable punishments, could permit them 

to complement each other in the development of an overall approach to sentenc-

ing policy that treats jail--appropriately--as a scarce resource. 
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MOre than any of the other monetary sanctions, fines can vary with the 

means of the offender (as well as with the gravity of the offense and the se­

riousness of the offender's prior record), and they can be used when there is 

no specific victim to whom resitution can be paid. A monetary penalty's po_ 

tential for being a meaningful punishment (and possibly a deterrent) appears 

enhanced by such flexibility. By directing fine revenues into crime victim 

compensation funds, the fine can also deal with societal concern about vic­

tims, including the victims of crimes that are never solved and victims whose 

injuries are too severe to be met by restitution payments from the offender. 

It seems clear, however, that fines are not likely to address concerns about 

rehabilitation. 
If it is indeed the case (and there is little evidence pro or 

con) that restitution payments are rehabilitative if they are carefully relat-

ed to the victim's loss and clearly seen by the offender as his personal re­

sponsibility to the victim, then somthing is lost by using a fine when resti-

tution is possible, even if the fine revenue goes t i 
o a v ctim compensation 

fund. 

In sum, each of the strategies for impoSing penalties on defendants by 

"hitting them in the pocketbook" has different strengths and weaknesses. 
On 

balance, we think there is much to be said for devoting Joore attention to the 

fine as a sanction than has been done in the past. Expanded use of the fine 

would require dealing with various operational problems, but one of the major 

problems--difficulty in enforcement--is one that is shared by all of the mone­

tary and quasi-monetary sanctions. The other serious problem--the perceived 

inequity in impact (i.e., the rich pay easily, while the poor deplete their 

meagre resources or go to jail)--can be dealt with by taking greater advantage 

of the potential to use fines flexibly, 'by more closely relating them to both 
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the gravity of the offense and the specific means of individual offenders 

through a type of day-fine system. 

If fines are to be used more widely and more effectively, it will be im-

portant to address the problems posed by the very common use of these sanc-

tions. Some kind of graduated schente for imposing costs and penalty assess­

ments--utilizing the same type of information that takes account of offenders' 

means needed to set fines--is one possible approach. Another approach would 

be to merge all of these sanctions into a single one that would take the of-

fender's means into account in setting the total amount to be paid, and to es-

tablish more carefully thought-through systems for allocating the revenue ob-

tained from payment. At the present time, the statutes governing revenue dis-

tribution are a hodge-podge that reflect competing fiscal, political, and cor-

rectional interests. They differ markedly from state to state, and even with-

in a single state may differ considerably from municipality to municipality 

depending on the extent to which municipal courts are independent of state 

control. Any attempt to change laws dealing with the imposition of fines and 

other monetary penalties and with the distribution of their revenue will have 

to take these legitimate but possibly conflicting political and revenue inter-

ests into account. 

In view of the rapidly developing concern about crime Victims, particular 

attention should be paid to the circumstances under which victims should 

receive funds resulting from the imposition of monetary penalties. It seems 

undesirable, for example, that a victim's interest in reparation for his loss 

or injury should be met only when the offender can be identified, is convic-

ted, and has money or other economic resources with which to make restitution. 

It appears likely that fine revenues can be used to address societal concerns 

about crime victims (including the victims of unsolved crimes) in a more 
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done through reliance on restitution alone. 
equitable fashion than can be 

The 

O
f penalty assessment statutes, with the revenue 

recent trend toward enactment 
. ation funds, is a mani-

from the assessments earmarked for crime vict1m compens 

festation of legislative interest in this problem. 
Clearly, however, the en-

. addition to all of the other mone­
actment of such penalty assessment laws, 1n 

tary sanctions already in existence, is not a satisfactory answer. 

look is needed at the entire legal and practical framework for the 

A fresh 

imposition 

and the allocation of the proceeds, particularly with an 
of monetary sanctions 

eye to considering how fines, community service, and restitution might comple-

ment each other in an overall approach to punishment that attempts to (1) pro-

(2) reduce reliance on short-term jail sen­
vide expanded sentencing options; 

tences; and (3) better meet the needs of crime victims. 
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TABLE 1 

FREQUENCY OF FINE UTILIZATION FOR CASES OTHER THAN PARKING 
AND ROUTINE TRAFFIC MATTERS, BY TYPE OF COURT 

Type of Court 

Limited Jurisdiction 

General Jurisdiction 
Fel., Misd., and 

All or 
Virtually 
All Cases 

19 

Ord. Viol. 1 

General Jurisdiction 
Fel. Only 0 

TOTAL 20 

Source: Telephone survey. 

Fresuencl of Use 

Most About 
cases Half Seldom Never 

38 10 7 0 

15 7 5 o 

5 4 13 2 

.58 21, 25 2 

-55-

Total 

74 

28 

24 

126 



Source: one-week sample of all sentenced cases, New York City courts. 
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CONVICTION 
CHARGE TYPE FINE 

No. -
Gambling 55 

Motor Vehicle 80 

Dis .Con., loitering 179 

Drugs 50 

Prostitution-related 64 

Assaul t 10 

'rhaf t-related 61 

Trespass 22 

Other 24 
----._-

TarAL 545 
-----.... -... 

TABLE 3 

SENTENCES IN NEW YORK CITY CRIMINAL COURT, BY CONVICTION TYPE 
CITYWIDE SAMPLE 

FINE AND TIME CONDo 
ONLY C .D., PROBe JAIJ", PROBATION SERVED DISCHARGE 

% No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % - - - - - - - - - -
65.5 - -0- 16 19.0% - -o- S 6.0 8 9.5 

63 .0 12 9.4 1 0.8 - -0- - -0- 32 25.2 

35.4 21 4.2 19 3.8 - -0- 60 11.9 197 30.0 

34.0 8 5.4 20 13.6 8 5.4 20 13.6 35 23.8 

19.9 - -0- 17 5.3 - -0- 235 73.3 5 1.6 

19.2 4 7.7 15 28.8 10 19.2 3 5.8 10 19.2 

15.1 2 0.5 177 43.9 46 11.4 25 6.2 88 21.8 

12.9 2 1.2 47 27.6 14 8.2 22 12.9 52 30.6 

17 .9 7 5.2 31 23.1 22 16.4 16 11.9 30 22.4 

28.0 56 2.9 343 17.7 100 5.1 386 19.9 457 23.5 

* Two Cdses were missing charge type. 
Source: One-week sample of all sentenced cases, New York city Criminal Court. 

UNCOND. 
DIS'CHARGE TOTAL 

No. % No. % - - - -
- -0- 84' 100.0% 

2 1.6 127 100.0% 

29 5.7 505 100.0% 

6 4.1 147 99.9% 

- -0- 321 100.0% 

- -0- 52 99.9% 

4 1.0 403 99.9% 

11 6.5 170 99.9% 

4 3.0 134 99.9% 

56 2.9 1943* 100.0% 
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Table ·4 

TYPES OF OFFENSES·FOR WHICH FINES ARE COMMONLY USED, 
BY TYPE OF COURT 

Fre::yency 

Gen. Jurisdiction 
Ltd. Fel., Misd., & Ord. Gen. Jur. 

Juris. Violation Fe!. Only 
T1l2e of Offense (N-74) (N=28) (N=24) 

Driving While Intoxicated/DUI 54 22 2 

Reckless Driving 30 9 0 

Violation of Fish & Game Laws and 
Other Regulatory Ordinances 24 3 0 

Disturbing the Peace/Breach of the 
. Peace/Disorderly Conduct 32 8 1* 

LOitering/Soliciting Prostitution 15 4 0 

Drinking in Public/Public Drunken-
ness/Carrying an Open Container 14 5 0 

Criminal Trespass 10 2 1 

Vandalism/Criminal Mischief/ 
Malicious Mischief/property Damage 9 3 3 

Drug-Related Offenses (including 
sale and possession) 23 10 11 

Weapons (illegal possession, carrying 
concealed weapon, etc. 6 2 1 

Shoplifting 17 3 0 

Bad Checks 14 2 0 

Other Theft 19 9 8 

Forgery/Embezzlement 2 3 2 

Fraud 1 4 1 

Assault 29 14 5 

Burglary/Breaking and Entering 2 6 6 

Robbery 0 3 

* Superior Court, Cobb County - 1% of caseload includes misdemeanors. 
Source: Telephone survey. 
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TABLE 5 

MODAL FINE AMOUNTS IMPOSED IN NEW YORK CITY CRIMINAL COURT, * 
BY CONVICTION CHARGE TYPE, AND BY COUNTY 

e New York Bronx ueens Richmond 
Gambling $50 $500 $100 b a 
Motor Vehicle 25 25 50 50 100 
Dis. Con., Loitering 50 25 50 100 100 
Drugs 50 150to250 150to500 500 b 
Prostitution-related 150 25 50 b b 

Assault 50to100 100 a a b 
Theft-related 100 50 25&100 101- a 
Trespass a 25&100 50 a a 
Other 50 51'1&100 a a b 

All cases $50 $25 $50 $100 $100 

Source: One-week sample of all sentenced cases, New York City Criminal Courts "Modal fine amounts "mean the dollar category that was the most frequent sentence. 

. 'it In the New York City Supreme Court Sample, there were four 
$500, $500, $500 and $5000, each with 5 years probation. 

a There were too few cases to identify typical amount. 
b There were no fines for these charges. 
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TABLE 6 

Number of Persons Sentenced to Short Prison Terms and Persons Fined 

1968 1969 1970 

Total con victed: 572.629 530.947 653.692 

Prison Terms of Less 113.273 64.073 23.664 
Than 6 Months. 
Without Suspension 

% of total 20% 12% 4% 

l?rison Term of Less 70.220 68.088 32.180 
'rban 6 Months. 
With Suspension 

~41 of total 12% 13% 6% 

A Fine Sentence 361.074 371.91S 464.81S 
% of total 63% 70% 84% 

1973 1974 1975 

601.419 599.368 567,605 

17.747 lS.033 11.350 

3% 3,"D 2% 

37.482 41.427 35.802 

6% 7% 6% 

50".266 494.266 472.577 
84% 82% 83% 

Source: Drucksache 7 fIOS9. Deutscher Bundestag '1. WahJperiode 
17 /l0/73 and Federal Ministry of Justice. 

1971 1972 

5'71.423 591.719 

22.207 20.045 

4% 3% 

32.875 35.964 

6% 6,"41 

416.185 494.399 
83% 84% 

1976 

592.514 

10.704 

I.S% 

36.349 

6% 

492.561 
83% 

(F:eproduced from P.obert tie Gillespie, "Fines as an Alternative to 
Incarceration: The German ExperienceN

, Federal Probation, Vol. 44, 
[December 1980], p. 21) 
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TABLE 7 

FINE AMOUNr IMPOSED AND COLLECTED WITHIN ONE YEAR 
IN NEW YORK CITY CRIMINAL COURT, BY COUNTY 

(N = 601) 

New York Bronx Ki!!9: s Queens 
Aggregate Amount 

Imposed $17,721 $12,005 $12,850 $16,670 
Aggregate Amount 

Collected 10,396 9,560 9,901 13,835 
Collection Rate 58.7% 79.6% 77 .1% 83.0% 

Source: One-week sample of all sentenced cases , New York city courts. 
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Richmond 

$4,100 

3,350 

81.7% 
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TABLE 8 

FINE COLLEX:TION IN NEW YORK CITY CRIMINAL COURT: PAYMENT 
STATUS ONE YEAR AFTER SENTENCING, BY COUNTY 

Payment Status New York Bronx 
No. % No. % 

Paid in Full 114 59.1 73 60.3 
(on date of sentence) (29) (15.0) (18) (14.9) 
(after date of sentence) (85) (44.0) (55) (45.5) 

(without warrant issued) (48) (24.9) (34) (28.1) 
(with warrant issued) (37) (19.2) (21 ) (17.4) 

Resentenced to nonfine sentence b b 

Jail Alternative Im~osed 33 17 .1 14 11.6 
(without issuance of warrant) ( 4) ( 2.1) (- ) (-) 
(with issuance of warrant) (29) (15.0) (14) ( 11.6) 

Partial ~a~ent made; still ~a~in~ 
(warrant issued) 0.5 

Warrant O~tstandin2 38 19.7 31 25.6 

TOTAL: 193c 121c 

Source: One week sample all sentenced cases, New York City courts. 

a Includes three cases that are not reflected in the county f~gures. 
b County breakdowns not available. 

Kings Queens 
No • % No. % 

85 69.1 104 76.5 
(19) (15.4) (46) (33.8 ) 
( 66) (53.7) (58) (42.6) 
(37 ) (30.1) (32) (23.5) 
(29) (23.6) (26) (19.1) 

b b 

12 9.8 8 5.9 
( 2) (1.6) (1) (0.7) 
(10) (8.1) (7) (5.1 ) 

0.8 2 1.5 

21 17.' 17 12.5 

123c 136c 

c TOtals including cases for which county breakdowns by payment status not available. 

, I 

o 

Richmond Citywide 
No. % ijo. % 

21 75.0 400 66.6 
( 4) (14.3) (116) (19.3) 
(17) (60.7) (284) (47.3) 
( 11 ) (39.3) (165) a (27.5) 
( 6) (21.4 ) (119) (19.8) 

b 17 2.8 

3 10.7 70 11.6 
(-) (-) ( 7) ( 1.2) 
(3) (10.7) ( 63) (10.5) 

4 0.7 

3 10.7 110 18.3 

28c 601 100.0 
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TABLE 9 

COMPARISON OF LIMITED JURISDICTION COURTS WITH HIGH AND' 
LOW ESTIMATED COLLECTION RATES 

Reported 
Characteristics 

of Courts 

1) Installment System 

a) Percent Who Use 
b) Percent Who See Problems 

wi th In stallmen ts 

2) Time AllOWed to Pay 

a) Average Time 
b) Median Time 

3) Percent Who See Indigency as 
Frequent Reason for Non­
Collection 

4) Percent Who See "Nothing Will 
Happen" as Reason for Non­
Collection 

5) Action Taken on Default 

a) Percent Who Commonly Jail 
b) Percent Who Commonly Elctend 

6) Type of Record System 

a) Percent Manual 
b) Percent Automated 
c) Percent Mixed 

7) Extent of Fine Use: Half or !oi:>re 

Estimated 
Low Collection 

Rate Courts 
(N:::12) 

50% 
90% 

64 days 
21 days 

50% 

40% 

50% 
60% 

50% 
-0-
50% 

90% 

Estimated 
High Collection 

Rate Courts 
(N=24) 

21% 
79% 

22 days 
21 days 

17% 

4% 

75% 
50% 

58% 
13% 
29% 

88% 

* u.s. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 1985 0 - 461-539 (23757) 
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